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The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) is one of the most commonly used measures 
for evaluating a subordinate’s perceptions of his/her supervisor’s transformational, transactional, 
and passive leadership behaviors (Avolio, 1995; Bass, 1998; 1997; Bass & Avolio,1995; 
Dumdum, Lowe, Avolio, 2002; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). Since its original 
development (Bass, 1985), the MLQ has been regularly used in organizational research, 
appearing in over 6,000 publications. Although there have been several previously conducted 
meta-analyses on the MLQ (Leong & Fischer, 2011; Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; Harms 
& Credé, 2010; Kuopplala, 2008), it has been almost 10 years since the last review. 
Subsequently, the present study sought to update the literature with a novel meta-analysis of the 
relevant research studies that have been published during the past ten years. Specifically, this 
study examined the relationship between the MLQ and critical organizational variables such as 
leadership effectiveness, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational 
citizenship. Overall, for followers of transformational leadership was positively related to 
organizational citizenship behaviors, leadership effectiveness, job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment whereas, for followers of transactional leadership the results were mixed with the 
organizational outcomes.   
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 CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION  
 Who was the best leader you ever had? What made this particular individual effective? 
Take a few moments and think about why this individual was such an effective leader.  Hundreds 
of thousands of individuals have completed this exercise over the years and have identified a 
transformational leader as being the most effective (Bass, 1998). High levels of transformational 
leadership is typically considered to both (1) broaden and raise the interests of followers in order 
to create awareness and support for the overall purpose of the organization and (2) encourage 
followers look beyond their self-interests for the good of the group (Bass, 1997; Felfe & Schyns, 
2004; Jung & Avolio, 2000). First introduced by Burns (1978), transformational leadership is the 
counterpart to transactional leadership.  In contrast to transformational leadership, high levels of 
transactional leadership is typically considered to simply focuses on the individual exchanges 
that are made between follower and leader (Ali, Babar, Bangash, 2011; Bass 1985; 1990; 2000; 
Bass, Avolio, Jung & Berson, 2003; Burns, 1978). Historically, transformational leadership has 
been considered superior to transactional leadership due to its positive relationship with 
subordinate satisfaction, performance, motivation, commitment, and ratings of leader 
effectiveness (cf. Bycio, Hackett & Allen, 1995; Jung & Avolio, 2000; Kane & Tremble, 2000; 
Lowe, Kroeck & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). In contrast, transactional leadership has been found 
to be negatively associated with team innovation (Liu, Liu, & Zeng, 2011) and identification 
(Ruggieri & Abbate, 2013). Thus, as noted by Bass (1985), transformational and transactional 
leadership are different concepts that are not mutually exclusive. 
Without debate, the most commonly used measure of leadership behaviors is the 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ; Avolio, 1995; Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999; 
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Bass, 1998; 1997; Bass & Avolio,1995; Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio, 2002; Lowe, Kroeck, & 
Sivasubramaniam, 1996). In addition to utilizing a 360-degree format, the MLQ is designed to 
assess a wide range of leadership behaviors including passive leadership, contingent reward 
leadership and transformational leadership (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Antonakis, Avolio, & 
Sivasubramaniam, 2003; Rowold, & Heinitz, 2007). There has been extensive research on the 
MLQ over the years relating these dimensions to organizationally valued outcomes such as 
organizational citizenship behaviors (Gilmore, Hu, Wei, Tetrick, & Zaccaro, 2013; Muchiri & 
Ayoko, 2013; Zacher & Jimmieson, 2013), leadership effectiveness (Casida & Parker, 2011; 
Groves & LaRocca, 2011; Hur, van den Berg, & Wilderom, 2011; Piccolo et al., 2012), 
organizational commitment (Dai, Dai, Chen, & Wu, 2013; Ertureten, Cemalcilar, & Aycan, 
2013; Mesu, Van Riemsdijk, & Sanders, 2012; Vandenberghe, Stordeur, & D’hoore, 2002), and 
job satisfaction (Ertureten et al., 2013; Kovjanic, Schuh, Jonas, Quaquebeke, & Dick, 2012; 
Piccolo et al., 2012; Smith, Koppes, Vodanovich, 2012). Furthermore, several comprehensive 
meta-analyses by have demonstrated a general stability in these relationships (cf. Dudum et al., 
2002; Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt & Van Engen, 2003; Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; 
Jackson, Meyer, & Wang, 2013; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Lowe et al., 1996). However, an 
updated meta-analysis has not been published in over ten years. Subsequently, the purpose of the 
present study was to utilize meta-analysis to investigate the MLQ’s transformational and 
transactional leadership scales and their relationships with organizational commitment, job 
satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviors, and leader effectiveness.  
  
 CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 
One of the initial approaches taken to leadership research focused on the specific traits 
possessed by an individual and how those related to leadership success (Yukl, 2006; 2012; 
Zarccaro, 2007). In combination with the early Michigan studies on leader behavior, this 
approach was quickly subverted by Stogdill (1948; Kenny & Zaccaro, 1983; Lord, De Vader, & 
Alliger, 1986). Stogdill and Coons (1957) identified two primary elements of leadership 
behavior: (1) initiating structure, which focuses on the duties that are needed to meet 
performance goals, and (2) consideration, which focuses on the personal relationship formed 
between supervisor and subordinate. Similarly, the University of Michigan studies identified two 
parallel factors of (1) production orientation and (2) employee orientation of leaders (Likert, 
1961). Together, the Ohio State and Michigan leadership studies determined that the most 
effective leaders utilize both task-oriented and relationship-oriented behaviors when interacting 
with their subordinates (Bowers & Seashore, 1966; Stone, Russell & Patterson, 2004).   
Ultimately, this work created a paradigm shift in leadership research that culminated in 
the development of transformational leadership theory (House, 1988; Hunt, 1999). As outlined 
by Burns (1978), transformational leadership theory holds that effective leaders must inspire and 
nurture followers’ ability to add to the organization (Eagly et al., 2003). As with the previous 
research transformational leadership theory places an emphasis on both behaviors and the impact 
on subordinates, rather than the specific traits of the supervisor (Lowe et al.,1996; Stone, Russell 
& Paatterson, 2004; Yukl, 2012). Additionally, Burns (1978) outlined a complementary, 
transactional leadership, in which leaders partake in exchange processes involving followers’ 
immediate self-needs to obtain cooperation and compliance from followers to complete the task. 
Together, these two theories are the primary foundation of modern leadership research. 
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Transactional Leadership 
 The foundation of transactional leadership behaviors is a quid pro quo relationship within 
which leaders make clear which behaviors deserve reward and which behaviors deserve 
punishment (Bass, 1985; Bromley & Kirschner-Bromley, 2007; Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Within 
this framework, leaders attempt to understand and identify roles and tasks required for 
subordinates to accomplish the desired outcomes (Bass, 1985; Hollander, 1986; Ravichandran, 
Gilmore, & Strohbehn, 2007). Transactional leadership clarifies such requirements for 
subordinates and thus creates the confidence subordinates need to exert the necessary effort 
(Bass, 1997; Podsakoff, Todor, & Skov, 1982). Furthermore, transactional leadership focuses on 
the explicit needs and desires of each subordinate and attempts to provide a means by which 
these can be satisfied via the expenditure of effort. Thus, transaction leadership provides 
motivation for subordinates to work by offering a clear sense of direction towards the desired set 
of outcomes (Burns, 1978; Howell & Avolio, 1993).  
Within the MLQ, transactional leadership is comprised of three primary components: (1) 
contingent reward, (2) active management-by-exception, and (3) passive management-by-
exception (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Garman, Davis-Lenane, & Corrigan, 2003; Hater & Bass, 
1988). Contingent reward leadership clarifies what is expected from followers and what the 
followers will receive if they meet expected levels of performance (Bass, 1998; Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Lee, 2003; Walumbwa, Wu, & Orwa, 2008). Active management-by-
exception leader focuses on monitoring task execution for any problems that might arise and 
correcting those problems to maintain current performance levels (Avolio et al., 1999; Bass & 
Avolio, 1997; Bass & Riggio, 2006). Passive management-by-exception describes leaders who 
only correct when something goes wrong (Howell & Avolio, 1993; Yammarino & Bass, 1990; 
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Yammarino, Spangler, & Bass, 1993). An additional component typically included is passive-
avoidant leadership. Often referred to as laissez-faire leadership, this form is neither transactional 
nor transformational. Leaders who are passive-avoidant react only after problems have become 
serious and then may take corrective action or may avoid making any decisions at all (Avolio & 
Bass, 2004; Howell & Avolio, 1993; Keller, 1993; Xirasagar, 2008).  
Transformational Leadership 
In order to create long-term development and organizational change, an organization 
needs to utilize a transformational approach (Bass, 1985; Eisenbach, Watson & Pillai, 1999; 
Oreg & Berson, 2011; Paulsen, Callan, Ayoko, & Saunders, 2013). Using only a transactional 
approach may cause performance and satisfaction to suffer in an organization (Bealer & 
Bhanugopan, 2014; Burns, 1978; Peters & Austin, 1985). Thus, transformational leadership is 
often used to complement transactional leadership (Bass, Avolio, & Goodheim, 1987; Burns, 
2003) and often augments or increases the effect of transactional leadership on organizational 
outcomes (Bono & Anderson, 2005; Goodwin, Wofford, & Whittington, 2001; Waldman Bass, 
& Yammarino, 1990). Overall, the augmenting hypothesis has been investigated and supported 
across several studies (e.g., Hater & Bass, 1988; Howell & Avolio, 1993; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; 
Yammarino, Spangler, & Bass, 1993). Effective organizations will use transactional leadership 
and transformational leadership to achieve lower order and higher order objectives (Avolio, 
Waldman & Einstein, 1988; Bass, 1999; Herman & Chiu, 2014; Levinson, 1980; MacKenzie, 
Podsakoff, & Rich, 2001;Yammarino & Bass, 1990).  
Transformational leadership behaviors motivate followers by transcending their self-
interests, elevating their needs, and making them aware of their contribution to the larger 
organizational mission (Afsar, Badir, Bin Saeed, 2014; Bass, 1999; Burns, 1978; Groves & 
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LaRocca, 2012). The process of the leader selecting a goal, developing identities, and 
intellectually stimulating employees goes beyond simple leader-follower transactions (Aarons, 
2006; Podsakoff, Bommer, Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 2006; Vandenberghe, Stordeur & D’hoore, 
2002). Through transformational leadership, subordinates become leaders due to established 
goals and objectives. In other words, the goals and objectives help to develop subordinates’ 
capabilities to determine their own course of action (Conger & Kanungo, 1987; Harland, 
Harrison, Jones & Reiter-Palmon, 2004; McColl-Kennedy & Anderson, 2002). 
Transformational leadership is comprised of five primary components: (1) intellectual 
stimulation, (2) inspirational motivation, (3) idealized attributes, (4) idealized behaviors, and (5) 
individualized consideration (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Bass, 1985; 1998; Barbuto, 2005). Leaders 
using intellectual stimulation encourage followers to question the methods and the status quo by 
re-examining critical assumptions (*al-Dumur & al-Awamilah, 2002; Avolio & Bass, 2004; 
Waldman, Javidan, Varella, 2004). Inspirational motivation refers to how leaders inspire and 
motivate followers (Barbuto, 2005; Densten, 2002; Ibrahim, Ghavifekr, Ling, Siraj, & Azeez, 
2014). Similarly, idealized influence is the degree to which the subordinates perceive the 
supervisor as advocating important values, beliefs and a sense of mission (Judge & Piccolo, 
2004; Mio, Riggio, Levin, & Reese, 2005). However, there are two components of idealized 
influence: attributed and behavior (Antonakis et al., 2003; Chen, Hwang, & Liu, 2009). Idealized 
attributes is the degree to which followers are influenced as a result of their idealization of the 
leader and the emotional correlates of that idealization (Firestone, 2010; Judge & Bono, 2000; 
Malloy & Penprase, 2010). In contrast, idealized behavior represents the behaviors of the leader 
as viewed by the followers (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Guthrie, 1998; Horwitz et al., 2008). Finally, 
individualized consideration represents the understanding others’ developmental needs by 
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creating an individualized plan for each subordinate to expand and evaluate those needs in order 
to maximize and develop associates to their full potential (Bass, 1985; Bass & Riggio, 2005; 
Rainey & Watson, 1996; Yammarino & Bass, 1990).   
Transformational and Transactional Leadership Outcomes 
Job satisfaction. Research has shown that job satisfaction may lead to employees being 
more productive and innovative (Ahmad et al., 2013; Sultan, 2012; Venkateswarlu, 2012) and 
that leadership style plays an integral part in explaining why subordinates are satisfied with their 
jobs (Rothfelder, Ottenbacher & Harrington, 2012; Vandenberghe, Stordeur & D’hoore, 2002). 
Job satisfaction is an affective or emotional response to an individual’s job (Amoopour, 
Hemmatpour & Mirtaslimi, 2014; Hugnes, Gonnett, & Curphy, 2006).  In other words, job 
satisfaction consists of a person’s positive feelings towards his/her job (Thamrin, 2012; Zhu, 
2012). Specifically, researchers have found that transformational leadership has a significant 
correlation with a subordinate’s job satisfaction (Bruch & Walter, 2007; Moss & Ritossa, 2007; 
Thamrin, 2012; Zahari & Shurbagi, 2012) in that transformational leadership is more likely to 
increase employees’ satisfaction due to four dimensions of influence: develop pride, attention, 
respect and the feeling to create ideas as a facility for self-actualization (Podsakoff, MacKenzie 
& William, 1996).  
Transactional leadership has also been found to have a positive, albeit weaker, influence 
on job satisfaction (Ahmad et al., 2013; MacKenzie et al., 2001; Thamrin 2012). 
Transformational leadership emphasize more team building which can encourage employees to 
perform better and entice more creativity (Dionne, Yammarino, Atwater & Spangler, 2004; 
Kahai, Sosik & Avolio, 2003; Morgeson, DeRue & Karam, 2010), but transactional leadership 
focuses more on how the organization is functioning and does not consider employees’ 
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development and learning ability (Liu et al., 2011; Vera & Crossan, 2004). Whereas 
transformational leadership aims to create relationships between subordinates that can increase 
employee’s motivation and morality, transactional leadership is strictly about the exchange 
between the leader and the employees (Ghadi, Fernando & Caputti, 2013; Northouse, 2009). 
Subsequently, job satisfaction is an important outcome to investigate with transformational and 
transactional leadership:  
Research Question 1a: Transactional leadership will have a positive relationship with job 
satisfaction.  
Research Question 1b: Transformational leadership will have a positive relationship with 
job satisfaction. 
Organizational citizenship behaviors. Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) are 
‘extra role’ behaviors which are not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward 
system that promotes the effective functioning of the organization (Jahangir, Akbar & Haq, 
2004; Organ, 1988; Ravichandran et al., 2007).  There are five types of OCBs: altruism, 
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue (Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, Paine & Bachrach, 2000). Altruism refers to self-sacrificing voluntary actions that 
help another person with a problem (Nahum-Shani & Somech, 2011; Zhang, 2014). 
Conscientiousness consists of behavior that is beyond minimal required levels of attendance 
(Organ, 1997). The dimension of sportsmanship refers to not complaining or grieving when there 
is an inconvenience or imposition (Omar, Zainal, Omar, & Khairudin, 2009). Courtesy is 
typically viewed as discretionary behaviors that aim to prevent workplace problems (LePine, 
Erez, & Johnson, 2002). Finally, civic virtue is characterized by behaviors that take a 
constructive involvement in the process of the organization (Robinson & Morrison, 1995).  
  9
As voluntary behaviors, OCBs are beneficial and desirable from an organizational 
perspective (Dai et al., 2013; Foote & Li-Ping, 2008). Specifically, OCBs have been found to be 
related to group cohesion and task accomplishment (Cohen, Ben-Tura & Vashdi, 2012; Jiao, 
Richards & Zhang, 2011; Randel, 2003). High levels of OCBs in organizations are extremely 
valuable in that OCBs can contribute to better performance and can create more competitive 
advantage (Alizadeh, Darvishi, Nazari & Emami 2012; Nemeth & Staw, 1989; Nielsen, 
Bachrach, Sundstrom & Halfhill, 2012).  
 Previous research has found transformational and transactional leadership behavior to be 
predictive of OCBs (Dai et al., 2013; Koys, 2001). Transactional leaders reward subordinates 
based on successful performance of in-role functions, but most often the success of in-role 
performance is due to subordinates performing extra-role tasks. Subordinates of a transactional 
leader will exhibit more citizenship behaviors in an attempt to enhance their in-role functions 
successfully with the overall goal of obtaining more rewards (Podsakoff et al., 2000).   
 As for transformational leadership, studies have found it to be positively related to all 
five dimensions of citizenship behaviors (Jiao et al., 2011; Piccolo & Colquit, 2006; Podsakoff, 
Mackenzie, Moorman & Fetter, 1990; Zacher & Jimmieson, 2013). Transformational leaders 
motivate followers by encouraging them to internalize and prioritize a larger collective cause 
over individual interests (Cohen et al., 2012; Nahum-Shani & Somech, 2011; Podsakoff et al., 
2000). Subsequently, as transformational leaders’ both inspire and stimulate subordinates, the 
following research questions are proposed:   
Research Question 2a: Transactional leadership will have a positive relationship with 
OCBs.  
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Research Question2b: Transformational leadership will have a positive relationship with 
OCBs. 
  Organizational commitment. Organizational commitment is an important outcome to 
examine, as one of its results is reduced turnover intentions (Jehanzeb, Rasheed, & Rasheed, 
2013; Joo & Park, 2010; Wells & Welty Peachey, 2011). Organizational commitment is typically 
regarded as something that ties or links an individual to an organization (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; 
Meyer & Allen, 1997). Meyer and Allen (1991) operationalized organizational commitment as 
having three primary components: (a) affective commitment, which refers to an individuals’ 
level of emotional attachment, identification, and involvement with the organization; (b) 
continuance commitment, which refers to an employees’ knowledge of the personal costs of 
leaving the organization; and (c) normative commitment, which is the feeling that one is 
obligated to stay with the organization.  
Transformational and transactional leadership behaviors have been found to be positively 
related to organizational commitment (Ali, Babar, & Bangash, 2011; Othman, Mohammed, & 
D'Silva, 2013). Transformational leaders treat subordinates as important members of the 
organization and place an emphasis on the subordinate’s psychological and development needs 
(Avolio, 2004; Bass, 1985; Gillet & Vandenberghe, 2014).  Per the social exchange theory, Blau 
(1964) suggests that followers will increase their emotional attachment to the organization due 
the favorable treatment received from their supervisor. Furthermore, transformational leaders 
connect their follower’s beliefs and values with those of the organization’s (Bono & Judge, 
2003). In turn, this makes the followers feel as though they contribute to a larger cause and the 
overall success of the organization (Bass, 1985; Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio, 2002; Kelloway & 
Barling, 1993). Subsequently: 
  11
Research Question 3a: Transactional leadership will have a positive relationship with 
organizational commitment.  
Research Question 3b: Transformational leadership will have a positive relationship with 
organizational commitment. 
Leader effectiveness. Leadership effectiveness is often operationalize via the degree to 
which leaders can encourage followers to engage in organizational strategies (Hur, Van den 
Berg, & Wilderom, 2011; Hogg et al. 2005; Bruno & Lay, 2006). Leader effectiveness is 
considered to be a critical element to an organization’s success and it relies on the result of the 
leaders’ activities for followers and organization (Carter, 2009; Sadeghi & Pihie, 2012; Yukl, 
2006). To be an effective leader requires a strong relationship with followers and should improve 
followers’ well-being and work performance (Bottomley, Burgess & Fox, 2014; Hogg et al., 
2005; Zhang, Li & van Dick, 2013). Transformational leaders will be more effective than other 
type of leaders because of their ability to create relationships with followers (Dionne et al., 2004; 
MacKenzie, Podsakoff & Rich, 2001; Sadeghi & Pihie, 2012).  
Research has found transformational leadership to be positively correlated with 
leadership effectiveness and laissez-faire leadership was found to be negatively correlated 
(Erkutlu, 2008; Sadeghi & Pihie, 2012; Skogstad, Einarsen, Torshein, Aasland & Hetland, 2007; 
Spreitzer & Xin, 2005). Transformational leadership is effective at influencing subordinate 
perceptions of leadership effectiveness (Eagly et al., 2009; Fuller, Patterson, Hester, & Stringer, 
1996; Lowe et al., 1996) because of the leader’s ability to transcend follower’s goals and develop 
lasting relationships (Afsar et al., 2014; Bass, 1997; Carlos Pastor & Mayo 2008).  
Contingent reward, a factor of transactional leadership, has been found to be positively 
associated with leader effectiveness whereas MBE-Passive and laissez-faire leadership were 
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negatively correlated (Lowe et al., 1996; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Rowold, 2006). Within 
transactional leadership the primary premise is to set clear expectations and goals and reward 
subordinates for goal achievement (Bass & Avolio, 1994; Hamstra, Van Yperen, Wisse & 
Sassenberg, 2014; Sadeghi & Pihie, 2012). Subsequently: 
Research Question 4a: Transactional leadership will have a positive relationship with 
leader effectiveness.  
Research Question 4b: Transformational leadership will have a positive relationship with 
leader effectiveness. 
Purpose of the Research 
The primary purpose of this study was to update and extend the meta-analysis of research 
on the MLQ by including that published 2002 through 2013. The current study investigated 
effectiveness outcomes and how the factors of the MLQ relate. The study investigated how the 
outcomes of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, OCBs, and leader effectiveness relate 
to the factors of the MLQ.  
  
 CHAPTER III: METHODS 
Inclusion Criteria 
The most recent meta-analysis on the MLQ only included studies published through 2001 
(Dumdum et al., 2002). Subsequently, this study only included articles published between 2002 
and 2013. Additionally, for a study to have been included it must have used the MLQ 5X Short 
form to measure leadership style and must have had one or more measures of leader 
effectiveness (i.e., organizational citizenship behaviors, organizational commitment, leadership 
effectiveness and job satisfaction). Additionally, the sample size and a Pearson correlation 
coefficient between leadership style and effectiveness must have been reported.  Finally, as with 
previous meta-analyses, direct subordinates had to be the rating source (Dumdum et al., 2002). 
Literature Search 
 Studies were located using PsycINFO and PsycARTICLES. Search terms included 
“Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire,” ‘MLQ,” “transformational leadership,” and 
“transactional leadership.” The initial search yielded over 1,300 articles. After applying the 
standards noted above, 61 studies met the criteria for inclusion. Specifically, all articles were 
published in a peer-reviewed journal, (i.e. Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Leadership 
& Organizational Studies, and the Journal of Organizational Behavior; see References for 
complete list).  
Coding of Information 
Studies that met all the criteria were reviewed, and the data regarding performance 
effectiveness and satisfaction was coded. The studies were coded by the researcher only. The 
coding sheet required the following to be coded: date study was coded, reference, 
14 
year of study, article ID, the sample ID, Pearsons correlation coefficient, leadership dimension 
being measured, effectiveness dimension, and the effectiveness measure used. (see Appendix). If 
a study had multiple measures of effectiveness and satisfaction all of the measures of 
effectiveness, and all the measures of satisfaction were coded. 
Meta-Analytic Analyses 
 Sample-weighted means and effect sizes were first calculated by transforming Pearson r 
correlation coefficients to Fisher’s z with corresponding sampling variances. Utilizing the 
metaphor package in R, a multivariate random effects model including all outcome variables was 
collapsed across all transformational and transactional scales. The method of estimation used 
was Restricted Maximum Likelihood Estimation (REML) with each outcome variable was fit as 
a moderation analysis for all transformational and transactional scales. Confidence intervals were 
calculated for each mean effect size to determine accuracy and significance of the mean effect 
size. Variance components were also calculated for each moderation analysis to control for effect 
size nested within any particular article/study. The OCB moderation analysis could only be fit to 
an overall transformational and transactional scale due to the limited number of studies. In other 
words, while all other outcome variables were tested as moderation analyses of both 
transformational and transactional leadership, OCBs were tested as a moderation of the two 
forms combined.  
Publication Bias  
 To examine the possibility of publication bias, a funnel plot was conducted using the 
metaphor package in R. To control for multiple effect sizes, each outcome variable was fit as a 
moderator, plotting the residuals in the funnel plot. A symmetric funnel plot will have the studies 
cluster towards the mean effect size, and all studies will lie within the funnel. Larger studies will 
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be located at the top of the plot and the smaller studies will be located towards the bottom of the 
graph and will be more dispersed across a range of values. Thus, giving it its funnel shape. In 
contrast, if publication bias does exist, there would be a larger concentration of studies on the 
bottom of the graph and one side of the mean or studies that lie outside of the funnel. To 
determine how much publication bias exists within a funnel plot a rank correlation test was also 
calculated.  
 CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 
Overall Meta-Analysis 
 The results of the overall meta-analysis, which combined all the measurement outcomes, 
are displayed in Table 1. The measurement outcomes were combined based on the previous 
meta-analysis. All of the transformational leadership scales were found to be highly and 
positively significant with the combined satisfaction/effectiveness outcomes.  The overall 
transformational scale had the largest effect size, with idealize-influence attributed having the 
next highest effect size.  
The overall transactional leadership scale and the contingent reward scale were positively 
correlated with the combined satisfaction/effectiveness outcomes. Management-by-exception 
passive and laisse-fare scales were negatively related to the overall satisfaction/effectiveness 
outcomes. Management-by-exception active was not significantly related to the overall 
satisfaction/effectiveness outcomes.  
Job Satisfaction  
 Job satisfaction was found to be positively correlated will all of the transformational 
scales. The individualized consideration scale had the largest effect size with job satisfaction. 
Contingent reward was the only transactional scale, other than the overall transactional scale, 
that was positively associated with job satisfaction. Laissez-faire leadership was negatively 
related to job satisfaction. Management-by-exception active and passive failed to reach 
significance with job satisfaction.   
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Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 
There were limited studies or zero studies that were conducted on the scales of the MLQ. 
There were, however, enough studies to conduct an analysis on overall transformational and 
overall transactional leadership scales. Transformational leadership and transactional leadership 
both were positively related to OCB outcome. This confirms research questions 2a and 2b.  
 
Organizational Commitment 
All of the transformational leadership scales were positively related to the outcome of 
organizational commitment. The overall transactional leadership scale was positively related to 
organizational commitment. Thus, confirming research questions 3a and 3b. Of the transactional 
scales, only contingent reward and management-by-exception active were positively related to 
organizational commitment. Management-by-exception passive and laissez-faire were negatively 
related to the organizational commitment outcome, but these findings were not significant. 
Laissez-faire was likely not significant due to the limited number of studies. 
Leadership Effectiveness 
 All transformational leadership scales were highly and positively related to the outcome 
of leader effectiveness. Idealized influence attributed had the highest correlation with leader 
effectiveness. The overall transactional leadership was also found to be positively related to 
leader effectiveness, and this confirms research questions 4a and 4b. The contingent reward and 
management-by-exception active scales were positively related to leader effectiveness. 
Contingent reward depicted the highest effect size correlation of the transactional scales. 
Management-by-exception passive and laissez-faire leadership styles were negatively related to 
leadership effectiveness. 
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Table 1 
 
 Meta-Analysis for the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire  
 
Scale Number of Unique Articles Number of Unique ES N Pearson r p Value 95% CI 
Transformational Leadership (TFL)       
Overall 50 75 16749 .51 <.001 .45-.57 
OCB 10 10 2816 .54 <.001 .42-.64 
Org. Commitment 28 35 10093 .42 <.001 .37-.54 
Job Satisfaction 17 20 7730 .46 <.001 .37-.54 
Leader Effectiveness 9 9 2603 .76 <.001 .68-.82 
Idealized Influence-Attributes (IA)       
Overall 9 12 3088 .62 <.001 .51-.72 
OCB       
Org. Commitment 3 4 1654 .38 <.001 .24-.51 
Job Satisfaction 2 3 570 .50 <.001 .34-.63 
Leader Effectiveness 5 5 986 .84 <.001 .75-.89 
Idealized Influence- Behaviors (IB)       
Overall 9 12 3088 .51 <.001 .38-.63 
OCB       
Org. Commitment 3 4 1654 .34 <.001 .19-.47 
Job Satisfaction 2 3 570 .46 <.001 .30-.60 
Leader Effectiveness 5 5 986 .70 <.001 .57-.80 
Intellectual Stimulation (IS)       
Overall 15 21 5039 .46 <.001 .35-.56 
OCB 2 2 757    
Org. Commitment 6 7 3097 .30 <.001 .18-.41 
Job Satisfaction 5 6 2015 .41 <.001 .28-.53 
Leader Effectiveness 6 6 1071 .73 <.001 .62-.81 
Individualized Consideration (IC)       
Overall 15 21 5039 .52 <.001 .41-.61 
OCB 2 2 757    
Org. Commitment 7 7 3097 .36 <.001 .24-.47 
Job Satisfaction 6 6 2015 .45 <.001 .32-.56 
Leader Effectiveness 6 6 1071 .78 <.001 .69-.85 
Inspirational Motivation (IM)       
Overall 10 14 3385 .54 <.001 .41-.64 
OCB 1 1 212    
Org. Commitment 3 4 1654 .34 <.001 .20-.47 
Job Satisfaction 2 3 570 .46 <.001 .30-.60 
Leader Effectiveness 6 6 1071 .74 <.001 .63-.82 
 Note. N is sum of unique studies within the meta-analysis. 
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Table 1 Continued 
 
Scale Number of Unique Articles Number of Unique ES N Pearson r p Value 95% CI 
Transactional Leadership (TSX)       
Overall 14 18 4070 .33 <.001 .20-.45 
OCB 4 4 760 .36 <.001 .23-.47 
Org. Commitment 6 6 2247 .34 <.001 .22-.45 
Job Satisfaction 4 4 1618 .37 <.001 .24-.49 
Leader Effectiveness 4 4 967 .46 <.001 .24-.63 
Contingent Reward (CR)       
Overall 12 19 4668 .44 <.001 .32-.54 
OCB 1 1 545    
Org. Commitment 6 7 3315 .29 <.001 .17-.41 
Job Satisfaction 5 5 2064 .37 <.001 .25-.49 
Leader Effectiveness 6 6 1353 .73 <.001 .63-82 
Management-by-Exception: 
Active (MBEA) 
      
Overall 10 15 3603 .13 .08 -.02 - .27 
OCB 1 1 545    
Org. Commitment 5 5 2605 .22 .001 .09 - .34 
Job Satisfaction 4 4 2398 .13 .07 -.01-.28 
Leader Effectiveness 5 5 998 .25 .03 .03-.48 
Management-by-Exception: 
Passive (MBEP) 
      
Overall 10 15 3603 -.29 <.001 -.42 to -.15 
OCB 1 1 545    
Org. Commitment 5 5 2605 -.02 .73 -.16 - .11 
Job Satisfaction 4 4 1709 -.19 .008 -.33 to -.05 
Leader Effectiveness 5 5 998 -.46 <.001 -.62 to -.26 
Laissez-Faire (LF)       
Overall 9 13 2296 -.47 <.001 -.58 to -.33 
OCB 2 2 673    
Org. Commitment 2 2 808 -.15 .12 -.33 - .04 
Job Satisfaction 3 3 1022 -.25 .003 -.40 to -.09 
Leader Effectiveness 6 6 1360 -.56 <.001 -.67 to -.41 
21 0
Table 2 
Variance of the Random Effects 
 
Model Article τ2 n Effect Size τ2 n 
Overall Effectiveness .043 57 .057 237 
OCB .068 19 .006 26 
Org. Commitment .041 30 .009 86 
Job Satisfaction .050 22 .007 66 
Leader Effectiveness .00 13 .060 63 
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Publication Bias by Moderator 
Job satisfaction. The funnel plot in Figure 1 reveals an asymmetric distribution with 
clusters of data to the left of the mean with a few outliers outside of the funnels, suggesting 
potential publication bias. A significant rank correlation test was found for publication bias, τ 
=.188, p = .03. Thus, revealing there is a relationship between smaller studies and larger effect 
sizes within the job satisfaction moderator.  
 
Figure 1 
Job Satisfaction Moderation Funnel Plot  
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Organizational citizenship behaviors. As shown in Figure 2, a few of the data points lie 
outside of the funnel revealing an asymmetric distribution. A rank correlation test was conducted 
and failed to reach significance, τ =.059, p = .675. Revealing publication bias is absent, and the 
asymmetric funnel plot may be due to small study effects.  
 
Figure 2 
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors Moderation Funnel Plot 
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Organizational commitment. As shown in Figure 3, a large concentration of data is 
gathered at the bottom left of the plot with one major outlier, displaying an asymmetric 
distribution. A significant rank correlation test was found for publication bias, τ =.276, p = .0002, 
but this could also be due to the outlier. Thus, revealing there may be a relationship between 
smaller studies and larger effect sizes within the organizational commitment moderator.  
 
Figure 3 
Organizational Commitment Moderation Funnel Plot 
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Leadership effectiveness. The majority of the data in Figure 4 is located at the bottom of 
the plot, but it does not appear to be any major clustering on either side of the mean. The funnel 
plot appears to be asymmetric, and a rank correlation test was conducted to determine 
publication bias. The rank correlation test failed to reach significance, τ = -.122, p = .176, 
indicating that the asymmetry is not due to publication bias.  
 
Figure 4 
 
Leadership Effectiveness Moderation Funnel Plot 
 
 CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION 
 Results of the meta-analysis support the notion that transformational leadership and 
transactional leadership is associated with work effectiveness/satisfaction. All transformational 
leadership scales showed a significant positive relationship with the effectiveness/satisfaction 
outcomes (i.e., leadership effectiveness, OCBs, job satisfaction and organizational commitment). 
The results were more mixed between effectiveness/satisfaction outcomes and the transactional 
leadership scales. 
In contrast, relationships between the transactional scales and effectiveness were more 
ambiguous. For example, both contingent reward and the overall transactional leadership scale 
displayed a significant positive relationship with all outcomes with the relationship of contingent 
reward typically displaying an overall higher effect size compared to the overall transactional 
leadership scale. This is congruent with previous research supporting the notion of contingent 
reward having positive relationships with work outcomes (Lowe et al., 1996; Walumbwa, Wu & 
Orwa, 2008). Furthermore, active management-by-exception demonstrated a small positive 
relationship with the outcome variable but failed to reach significance for job satisfaction and the 
overall analysis. Management-by-exception passive and laissez-faire leadership scales showed a 
negative relationship with all the effectiveness outcome. 
Overall, the current research supports previous meta-analysis findings on the MLQ by 
Dumdum and colleagues (2002; see Table 3). Dumdum and colleagues (2002) found similar 
results in their overall meta-analysis. The consistent pattern of results is reassuring considering 
the results are similar across time, not tied to one particular version of the MLQ or influenced by 
particular outcome variables. 
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Table 3 
Comparison of Overall Effectiveness  
 
Scale  Current Meta-
Analysis Pearson r 
Dumdum et al. 
(2002) Pearson r 
Transformational Leadership .51 .46 
Idealized Influence - Attributes .62 .66 
Idealized Influence - Behaviors .51 .66 
Intellectual Stimulation .46 .52 
Individualized Consideration .52 .55 
Inspirational Motivation .54 .56 
Transactional Leadership .33 .20 
Contingent Reward .44 .56 
Management-by-Exception: 
Active 
.13 .05 
Management-by-Exception: 
Passive 
-.29 -.34 
Laissez-Faire -.47 -.38 
Note: Idealized Influence was one scale in Dumdum et al. (2002) study 
 Although there are several similarities between the two meta-analyses there are some 
noticeable differences between studies. It should be noted that the current study used a different 
version of the MLQ compared to the previous study. Thus, the item composition may have 
impacted the outcomes of both studies.  Also, publication bias may have also played a part in 
differences between studies because only published studies were used in this research whereas 
the two previous meta-analyses used unpublished studies.  Using only published studies may 
have biased the effect sizes and exaggerated overall correlations. 
 The current meta-analysis also examined the relationship of transformational and 
transactional leadership with individual outcome variables: OCB, job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, and leadership effectiveness. The current study found a significant relationship, r 
=.54, between transformational leadership and OCBs and r = .36 for the relationship with 
transactional leadership. Muchir and Ayoko (2013) found a similar correlation r = .40 for 
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transformational leadership and OCBs. Dai and colleagues (2013) found similar results with 
transactional leadership and OCBs compared to the current study r = .38. Considering there were 
limited studies with OCBs and transformational and transactional leadership, it does provide 
support that transformational leadership has a strong positive relationship with OCBs. 
Transactional leadership was also shown to be positively related with OCBs in the workplace.  
 Berhard and O’Driscoll (2011) in their study investigated the relationship of 
transformational and transactional leadership with job satisfaction. In their study, 
transformational leadership was found to have a strong correlation with job satisfaction r = .55 
and transactional leadership found to have a significant relationship as well, r = .37. The current 
meta-analysis found a similar relationship between transformational leadership r = .46 and 
transactional leadership r = .37 with job satisfaction. The current meta-analysis does show a 
lower correlation compared to Berhard and O’Driscoll, (2011) for transformational leadership, 
but displays the same relationship for transactional leadership. However, Smith and colleagues 
(2012) found the relationship between transformational leadership and job satisfaction more 
around the current meta-analyses r = .42. Considering the results of the current study compared 
to previous studies it seems fair to say that transformational leadership has a strong relationship 
to job satisfaction, across different job satisfaction scales and time. Therefore, it may be 
important for leaders to learn to develop more transformational leadership styles and some 
transactional leadership styles, as well.  
 Kara and colleagues (2013) found similar results to the current study for the relationship 
between transformational leadership r = .40 and transactional leadership r = .37 with 
organizational commitment. The current meta-analysis found a slightly higher correlation 
between transformational leadership and organizational commitment r = .42 and a slightly lower 
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correlation with transactional leadership r = .34. However, Kovjanic and colleagues (2012) 
found r = .53 between transformational leadership and organizational commitment and Berhard 
and O’Driscoll (2011) found r = .35 for transactional leadership. Even though the current meta-
analysis does display slight variations in the relationship between organizational commitment, it 
provides substantial support that transformational leadership has a strong positive relationship 
with organizational commitment along with transactional leadership.    
 Leader effectiveness was the last outcome variable investigated with transformational and 
transactional leadership. The current meta-analysis found a strong relationship between 
transformational leadership and leader effectiveness r = .76 and found a positive relationship 
between transactional leadership and leader effectiveness r = .46. Casida and Parker (2012) 
found a very similar relationship with transformational leadership and leader effectiveness r = 
.89 and transactional leadership r = .28. The current meta-analysis displayed a lower correlation 
for transformational leadership, but a stronger relationship for transactional leadership compared 
to Casida and Parker’s (2012). Even though the current meta-analysis displayed a higher 
correlation with leader effectiveness and transactional leadership, it does seem to be what other 
researchers have found, such as Rowold and Heinitz (2007) r = .41. However, the current study’s 
relationship between transformational leadership and leader effectiveness is an almost perfect 
correlation. Therefore, the high correlation does raise some alarm considering the main 
instrument to measure leader effectiveness is from the MLQ5X. Thus, there may be some item 
overlap between the transformational leadership and leader effectiveness scales. This could 
potentially explain the high relationship. Otherwise, the current study does provide strong 
support to make the case that transformational leadership style is very effective at engaging 
followers in organizations.  
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Theoretical Implications 
 The present study makes several important contributions and updates to research for the 
MLQ and the transformational-transactional field. As noted earlier, there has not been an 
updated meta-analysis on the MLQ in over 11 years. The current study reaffirms that 
transformational leadership behaviors in managers will elicit changes in employers which are 
more highly related to effectiveness and satisfaction outcomes than the first order changes from 
transactional leadership behaviors (Dumdum et al., 2002; Lowe et al., 1996). Considering the 
development of effective and long-lasting leadership is a central concern for organizations, 
developing a transformational leadership curriculum would potentially provide organizations 
with the most utility. In addition, this research suggests how organizations should select and 
recruit managers. Specifically, interviewing procedures may want to give a special focus on 
transformational experiences. Previous research has found transformational leadership to be 
important at all levels of management (Lowe et al., 1996), and this can be beneficial for all levels 
of management.  
 The transactional leadership scales of the MLQ exhibited important implications for 
future research. Contingent reward had comparable effect sizes compared to several of the 
transformational leadership scales (Burke, Stagl, Klein, Goodwin, Salas, & Halpin, 2006; Judge 
& Piccolo, 2004; Piccolo & Colquit, 2006). Indicating a potential conflict considering other 
research has found that contingent reward is effective but not as effective to transformational 
leadership (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Hamstra, et al., 2014; Judge & Piccolo, 2004). However, 
considering transformational leadership and the augmentation hypothesis transactional leader 
does play a very important role for manger’s leadership style.  
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 Even though management-by-exception active demonstrated positive relationships with 
the majority of the outcomes in the present research, it is not a recommended approach for 
leadership. Previous research has found a decrease in job satisfaction and attitudes towards 
supervisors (Fasola, Adeyemi, & Olowe, 2013; Ivey & Kline, 2010). In addition, the current 
research found higher effect sizes from transformational and transactional leadership scales, and 
it makes more sense to utilize these styles.  Organizations should also discourage utilizing 
laissez-faire and management-by-exception passive leadership styles considering their negative 
impact on organizational outcomes.  Laissez-faire leadership has been linked to bullying at work 
and increased distress in followers (Skakon, Nielsen, Borg, & Guzman, 2010; Skogstad, 
Einarsen, Torsheim, Aasland & Hetland, 2007). As stated previously, organizations should 
screen individuals based on leadership style and especially screen out individuals who have an 
inclination toward management-by-exception active and passive and laissez-faire leadership.  
Limitations and Future Research 
 One of the main limitations of the current study is the inability to utilize thesis and 
dissertations and unpublished research. This bias has been coined as the “file drawer problem” or 
the bias to publish positive results but not publish negative or non-confirmatory results.  The 
current research assessed for publication bias by utilizing a funnel plot and then a ranked 
correlation test.  
The OCB and leadership effectiveness data had asymmetrical funnel plots but were not 
found to be significant of publication bias. The asymmetrical plots may have been due to 
systematic differences between large and small studies or small study effects. However, there 
were two moderators, job satisfaction and organizational commitment that were found to have 
small to moderate amount of publication bias. There are two main approaches to eliminate 
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publication bias: (1) the trim and fill method and (2) the cumulative meta-analysis. The basis of 
the trim and fill method is to first remove the smaller studies that are causing the funnel plot 
asymmetry. Then use the newly trimmed data to estimate the true center of the funnel and finally 
fill in the missing data around the center. The trim and fill method does come with its limitation 
in that this method does not take into account other potential reasons for an asymmetric funnel 
plot. The best approach to address publication bias is to conduct a cumulative meta-analysis and 
gather all published and unpublished literature. Then compare the effects of unpublished 
research to published research. This method does require substantial time and resources, but 
future research should investigate unpublished research and theses/dissertations from 2002-2013 
in order to obtain a comprehensive and unbiased look into the MLQ.  
Another limitation of the current study is only using one rater to code all the studies. 
Most meta-analyses have at least two coders and have intracoder reliability. Having multiple 
coders help to identify articles to be included in the study and what information should be 
included as well. Thus, better equipped at guarding against bias. Future research should have 
multiple coders rate the articles in order to reduce bias and obtain more reliable and valid results.  
Additionally, the current study could only accommodate so many measures of workplace 
effectiveness and satisfaction. The four measures were chosen based on overall use in the past 
and knowing these measures have been researched heavily and have well-known scales for use. 
Still there are several measures such as emotional intelligence, extra effort, and leader 
satisfaction which should be investigated for future meta-analyses. It is important to understand 
how different measures of effectiveness and satisfaction may moderate the MLQ and how these 
outcomes impact the leader-follower relationship.  
 32
Researchers for the next meta-analysis should also investigate how different MLQ scales 
impact organizational citizenship behaviors. Transformational and transactional leadership scales 
of the MLQ were the only scales that were investigated with OCBs. There were limited studies 
which investigated how the individual scales of the MLQ interacted with OCBs in the workplace 
between 2002-2013. It may be wise for researchers to look at how all the scales of the MLQ 
relate with OCBs on subordinates.  
Considering the correlation between transformational leadership and leader effectiveness 
was so high, this may be an important relationship for researchers to investigate further. The 
main instrument to measure leader effectiveness is developed by the MLQ5X and, therefore, 
may have very similar items with the transformational leadership scale. Researchers may want to 
consider using a different leader effectiveness measure in conjunction with the MLQ5X’s 
measure when using the MLQ5X to measure transformational and transactional leadership.   
Finally, this current meta-analysis was based on subordinates’ ratings only even though 
the MLQ also has the ability to assess self-reported leadership styles. The researcher was unable 
to collect the self-report data, but it would be valuable information to include for the next meta-
analysis a comparison between the self-report measures and the subordinate’s ratings. Adding 
this additional dimension may allow for a better understand of how transformational, 
transactional and laissez-faire leaderships think about their leadership style.  
In summary, this meta-analysis contributed to existing leadership literature by updating 
and extending how transformational and transactional leadership scales of the MLQ relate to 
effectiveness and satisfaction outcomes. The scales of transformational leadership seem to 
generalize across many different outcomes. The current study reaffirms the importance of 
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transformational leadership in the workplace and continues to show its superiority compared to 
other leadership styles.   
  
 REFERENCES 
Aarons, G. A. (2006). Transformational and transactional leadership: Association with attitudes 
toward evidence-based practice. Psychiatric Services, 57, 1162-1169.  
Afsar, B., F. Badir, Y., & Bin Saeed, B. (2014). Transformational leadership and innovative 
work behavior. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 114, 1270-1300. 
Ahmad, A. R., Adi, M., Nazir, M., Rahman, A., Ghafar, A., & Yushuang, T. (2013). The 
influence of leadership style on job satisfaction among nurses. Asian Social Science, 9. 
*al-Dumur, H., & al-Awamilah, R. (2002). Effects of transactional and transformational 
leadership styles of sales managers on job satisfaction and self-perceived performance of 
sales people: A study of Jordanian manufacturing public shareholding companies. 
Administrative Sciences, 29, 247-261. 
*Ali, N., Babar, M. A., & Bangash, S. A. (2011). Relationship between leadership styles and 
organizational commitment amongst medical representatives of national and 
multinational pharmaceuticals companies, Pakistan (an empirical 
study). Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary Research in Business, 2, 524-529. 
Alizadeh, Z., Darvishi, S., Nazari , K.,& Emami, M. (2012). Antecedents and consequences of 
organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB). Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary 
Research in Business, 3, 494. 
Amoopour, M., Hemmatpour, M., & Mirtaslimi, S. S. (2014). Job satisfaction of employee and 
customer satisfaction. Arabian Journal of Business and Management Review, 3, 1-6. 
*Andressen, P., Konradt, U., & Neck, C. P. (2011). The relation between self-leadership and 
transformational leadership: Competing models and the moderating role of 
virtuality. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 19, 68-82. 
 35
Antonakis, J., Avolio, B. J., & Sivasubramaniam, N. (2003). Context and leadership: An 
examination of the nine-factor full-range leadership theory using the Multifactor 
Leadership Questionnaire. The Leadership Quarterly, 14, 261-295. 
Avolio, B. J. (2004). Transformational leadership and organizational commitment: Mediating 
role of psychological empowerment and moderating role of structural distance. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 25, 951-968.  
Avolio, B. J., & Bass, B. M. (2004). Multifactor leadership questionnaire. Menlo Park, CA: 
Avolio, B. J., Bass, B. M., & Jung, D. I. (1999). Re‐examining the components of 
transformational and transactional leadership using the Multifactor Leadership. Journal 
of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 72, 441-462.  
*Avolio, B. J., Zhu, W., Koh, W., & Bhatia, P. (2004). Transformational leadership and 
organizational commitment: Mediating role of psychological empowerment and 
moderating role of structural distance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 951-968. 
Avolio, B.J., Waldman, D.A., & Einstein, W.O. (1988). Transformational leadership in a 
management game simulation impacting the bottom line. Group & Organization Studies, 
13, 59. 
Bales, R. F. (1950). Interaction process analysis: A method for the study of small groups. 
Cambridge, MA.: Addison-Wesley.  
*Balkundi, P., Kilduff, M., & Harrison, D. A. (2011). Centrality and charisma: comparing how 
leader networks and attributions affect team performance. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 96, 1209-1222. 
Barbuto, J. R. (2005). Motivation and transactional, charismatic, and transformational leadership: 
A test of antecedents. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 11, 26-40. 
 36
Barnes, J. N., Christensen, D. S., & Stillman, T. (2013). Organizational leadership and 
subordinate effect in utah's certified public accounting profession. Journal of Applied 
Business Research, 29, 1567-1582. 
Bass, B. M. (1997). Does the transactional-transformational leadership paradigm transcend 
organizational and national boundaries? American Psychologist, 52, 130-139. 
Bass, B. M. (1990). From transactional to transformational leadership: Learning to share the 
vision. Organizational Dynamics, 18, 19-31. 
Bass, B. M. (1998). Transformational leadership: Industrial, military, and educational impact. 
Mahwah, N.J: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York, NY: Collier 
Macmil. 
Bass, B. M. (2000). The future of leadership in learning organizations. Journal of Leadership & 
Organizational Studies, 7, 18-40 
Bass, B. M. (1999). Two decades of research and development in transformational leadership. 
European Journal of Work & Organizational Psychology, 8, 9–32. 
Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1997). Full range leadership development: Manual for the 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. Palo Alto, CA: Mind Garden. 
Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B.J. (1994). Improving organizational effectiveness through 
transformational leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Bass, B.M., Avolio, B.J., & Goodheim, L. (1987). Biography and the assessment of 
transformational leadership at the world-class level. Journal of Management, 13, 7-19. 
 37 
 
Bass, B. M., Avolio, B. J., Jung, D. I., & Berson, Y. (2003). Predicting unit performance by 
assessing transformational and transactional leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
88, 207. 
Bass, B.M., & Riggio, R.E. (2006). Transformational Leadership. Mahwah, New Jersey: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Bealer, D., & Bhanugopan, R. (2014). Transactional and transformational leadership behaviour 
of expatriate and national managers in the UAE: A cross-cultural comparative analysis. 
The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 25, 293-316 
*Bernhard, F., & O'Driscoll, M. P. (2011). Psychological ownership in small family-owned 
businesses: Leadership style and nonfamily-employees’ work attitudes and 
behaviors. Group & Organization Management, 36, 345-384. 
Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York, NY: Academic Press. 
Bono, J. E., & Anderson, M. H. (2005). The advice and influence networks of transformational 
leaders. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 1306-1314. 
Bono, J. E., & Judge, T. A. (2003). Self-concordance at work: Toward understanding the 
motivational effects of transformational leaders. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 
554-571. 
*Bono, J. E., & Judge, T. A. (2003). Self-concordance at work: Toward understanding the 
motivational effects of transformational leaders. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 
554-571. 
Bono, J. E., & Judge, T. A. (2004). Personality and transformational and transactional 
leadership: a meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 901. 
 38
*Bono, J. E., Foldes, H. J., Vinson, G., & Muros, J. P. (2007). Workplace emotions: the role of 
supervision and leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1357-1367. 
Bottomley, K., Burgess, S., & Fox III, M. (2014). Are the behaviors of transformational leaders 
impacting organizations? A study of transformational leadership. International 
Management Review, 10, 5-9. 
Bowers, D. G., & Seashore, S. E. (1966). Predicting organizational effectiveness with a four-
factor theory of leadership. Administrative Science Quarterly, 238-263. 
Bromley H. & Kirschner-Bromley V. (2007). Are you a transformational leader?. Physician 
Executive 33, 54-57. 
Bruch, H., & Walter, F. (2007). Leadership in context: Investigating hierarchical impacts on 
transformational leadership. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 28, 710-
726. 
*Bruch, H., & Walter, F. (2007). Leadership in context: Investigating hierarchical impacts on 
transformational leadership. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 28, 710-
726. 
Burke, C. S., Stagl, K. C., Klein, C., Goodwin, G. F., Salas, E., & Halpin, S. M. (2006). What 
type of leadership behaviors are functional in teams? A meta-analysis. The leadership 
quarterly, 17, 288-307. 
Bruno, L. F., & Lay, E. G. (2006). Personal values and leadership effectiveness. Journal of 
Business Research, 61, 678-683. 
Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York, New York: Harper & Row. 
Burns, J. (2003). Transforming Leadership (1st ed.). New York, New York: Atlantic Monthly 
Press. 
 39 
 
Bycio, P., Hackett, R.D & Allen, J.S. (1995). Further assessments of Bass's (1985) 
conceptualization of transactional and transformational leadership. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 80, 468-78. 
Carlos Pastor, J., & Mayo, M. (2008). Transformational leadership among spanish upper 
echelons: The role of managerial values and goal orientation. Leadership & Organization 
Development Journal, 29, 340-358.  
Carter, J. C. (2009). Transformational leadership and pastoral leader effectiveness. Pastoral 
Psychology, 58, 261-271.  
*Casida, J., & Parker, J. (2011). Staff nurse perceptions of nurse manager leadership styles and 
outcomes. Journal of Nursing Management, 19, 478-486. 
Chen, T. Y., Hwang, S. N., & Liu, Y. (2009). Employee trust, commitment and satisfaction as 
moderators of the effects of idealized and consideration leadership on voluntary 
performance: A structural equation investigation. International Journal of 
Management, 26, 127. 
*Chuang, A., Judge, T. A., & Liaw, Y. J. (2012). Transformational leadership and customer 
service: A moderated mediation model of negative affectivity and emotion 
regulation. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology,21, 28-56. 
Cohen, A., Ben-Tura, E., & Vashdi, D. R. (2012). The relationship between social exchange 
variables, OCB, and performance. Personnel Review, 41, 705-731.  
Conger, J. A., & Kanungo, R. N. (1987). Toward a behavioral theory of charismatic leadership in 
organizational settings. Academy of Management Review, 12, 637-647. 
Cooper, H. (2009). Handbook of research synthesis and meta-analysis. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Russell Sage Foundation. 
 40
*Dai, Y. D., Dai, Y. Y., Chen, K. Y., & Wu, H. C. (2013). Transformational vs transactional 
leadership: which is better?: A study on employees of international tourist hotels in 
Taipei City. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 25, 760-
778. 
Densten, I. L. (2002). Clarifying inspirational motivation and its relationship to extra 
effort. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 23, 40-44.  
Dionne, S. D., Yammarino, F. J., Atwater, L. E., & Spangler, W. D. (2004). Transformational 
leadership and team performance. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 17, 
177-193.  
Eagly, A. H., Johannesen-Schmidt, M. C., & van Engen, M. L. (2003). Transformational, 
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles: A meta-analysis comparing women and 
men. Psychological Bulletin, 129, 569-591. 
Eisenbach, R., Watson, K., & Pillai, R. (1999). Transformational leadership in the context of 
organizational change. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 12, 80-89. 
Emery, C. R., & Barker, K. J. (2007). The effect of transactional and transformational leadership 
styles on the organizational commitment and job satisfaction of customer contact 
personnel. Journal of Organizational Culture, Communications and Conflict, 11, 77-90. 
Erkutlu, H. (2008). The impact of transformational leadership on organizational and leadership 
effectiveness the Turkish case. Journal of Management Development, 27, 708-726.  
*Ertureten, A., Cemalcilar, Z., & Aycan, Z. (2013). The relationship of downward mobbing with 
leadership style and organizational attitudes. Journal of Business Ethics, 116, 205-216. 
Fasola, O. S., Adeyemi, M. A., & Olowe, F. T. (2013). Exploring the relationship between 
transformational, transactional leadership style and organizational commitment among 
 41 
 
Nigerian banks employees. International Journal of Academic Research in Economics 
and Management Sciences, 2, 96. 
Felfe, J. & Schyns, B. (2004). Is similarity in leadership related to organizational outcomes? The 
case of transformational leadership. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies,10, 
92. 
*Firestone, D. T. (2010). A study of leadership behaviors among chairpersons in allied health 
programs. Journal of Allied Health, 39, 34-42. 
*Franke, F., & Felfe, J. (2011). How does transformational leadership impact employees’ 
psychological strain? Examining differentiated effects and the moderating role of 
affective organizational commitment. Leadership, 7, 295-316. 
Foote, D. A., & Li-Ping Tang, T. (2008). Job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior 
(OCB). Management Decision, 46, 933-947. 
Fuller, J. B., Patterson, C. E., Hester, K., & Stringer, D. Y. (1996). A quantitative review of 
research on charismatic leadership. Psychological Reports, 78, 271-287. 
Garman A.N., Davis-Lenane D., & Corrigan, P.W. (2003). Factor structure of the 
transformational leadership model in human service teams. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 24, 803-812. 
Ghadi, M. Y., Fernando, M., & Caputi, P. (2013). Transformational leadership and work 
engagement. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 34, 532-550.  
Gillet, N., & Vandenberghe, C. (2014). Transformational leadership and organizational 
commitment: The mediating role of job characteristics. Human Resource Development 
Quarterly, 25, 321-347.  
 42
*Gillespie, N. A., & Mann, L. (2004). Transformational leadership and shared values: The 
building blocks of trust. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 19, 588-607. 
*Gilmore, P. L., Hu, X., Wei, F., Tetrick, L. E., & Zaccaro, S. J. (2013). Positive affectivity 
neutralizes transformational leadership's influence on creative performance and 
organizational citizenship behaviors. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 34, 1061-1075. 
*Goodwin, V. L., Whittington, J. L., Murray, B., & Nichols, T. (2011). Moderator or mediator? 
Examining the role of trust in the transformational leadership paradigm. Journal of 
Managerial Issues, 23, 409-425. 
Goodwin, V. L., Wofford, J. C., & Whittington, J. L. (2001). A theoretical and empirical 
extension to the transformational leadership construct. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 22, 759-774. 
*Groves, K. S., & LaRocca, M. A. (2011). An empirical study of leader ethical values, 
transformational and transactional leadership, and follower attitudes toward corporate 
social responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics, 103, 511-528. 
Groves, K. S., & LaRocca, M. A. (2012). Does transformational leadership facilitate follower 
beliefs in corporate social responsibility?: A field study of leader personal values and 
follower outcomes. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 19, 215-229. 
*Gumusluoglu, L., Karakitapoğlu-Aygün, Z., & Hirst, G. (2013). Transformational leadership 
and R&D workers' multiple commitments: Do justice and span of control 
matter?. Journal of Business Research, 66, 2269-2278. 
Guthrie, M. B. (1998). Challenges in developing physician leadership and 
management. Frontiers of Health Services Management, 15, 3-26. 
 43 
 
Hamstra, M. R. W., Van Yperen, N. W., Wisse, B., & Sassenberg, K. (2014). Transformational 
and transactional leadership and followers' achievement goals. Journal of Business and 
Psychology, 29, 413-425. 
Harland, L., Harrison, W., Jones, J. R., & Reiter-Palmon, R. (2004). Leadership behaviors and 
subordinate resilience. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 11, 2-14. 
Harms, P. D., & Credé, M. (2010). Emotional intelligence and transformational and transactional 
leadership: A meta-analysis. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 17, 5-17. 
Hater J.J. & Bass B.M. (1988). Superiors’ evaluations and subordinates’ perceptions of 
transformational and transactional leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 73, 695-
702. 
Hemphill, J. K., & Coons, A. E. (1957). Development of the leader behavior description 
questionnaire. Leader behavior: Its description and measurement, 38. 
Herman, H. M., & Chiu, W. C. (2014). Transformational leadership and job performance: A 
social identity perspective. Journal of Business Research,67, 2827-2835. 
*Hetland, H., & Sandal, G. (2003). Transformational leadership in Norway: Outcomes and 
personality correlates. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 12, 
147-170. 
Hogg, M.A., Martin, R., Epitropaki, O., Mankad, A., Svensson, A., & Weeden, K. (2005). 
Effective leadership in salient group: Revisiting leader-member exchange theory from the 
perspective of the social identity theory of leadership. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 13, 991-1004.  
Hollander, E. P. (1986). On the central role of leadership processes. Applied Psychology, 35, 39-
52. 
 44
Horwitz, S. K., Horwitz, I. B., Daram, P., Brandt, M. L., Brunicardi, F. C., & Awad, S. S. 
(2008). Transformational, transactional, and passive-avoidant leadership characteristics 
of a surgical resident cohort: Analysis using the multifactor leadership questionnaire and 
implications for improving surgical education curriculums. Journal of Surgical 
Research, 148, 49-59.  
House, R. J. (1988). Power and personality in organizations. Research in Organizational 
Behavior, 10, 305–357. 
Howell, J. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1993). Transformational leadership, transactional leadership, 
locus of control, and support for innovation: Key predictors of consolidated business-unit 
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 891–902. 
Hugnes, R. L., Gonnett, R. C., & Curphy, G. J. (2006). Leadership, enhancing the lessons of 
experience (5th ed.). New York, NY: McGraw Hill. 
*Humphrey, A. (2012). Transformational Leadership and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors: 
The Role of Organizational Identification. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 15, 247-
268. 
Hunt, J. G. (1999). Transformational/Charismatic leadership's tranformation of the field: An 
historical essay. Leadership Quarterly, 10, 129. 
*Hur, Y., van den Berg, P. T., & Wilderom, C. P. (2011). Transformational leadership as a 
mediator between emotional intelligence and team outcomes. The Leadership 
Quarterly, 22, 591-603. 
Ibrahim, M. S., Ghavifekr, S., Ling, S., Siraj, S., & Azeez, M. I. K. (2014). Can transformational 
leadership influence on teachers’ commitment towards organization, teaching profession, 
 45 
 
and students learning? A quantitative analysis. Asia Pacific Education Review, 15, 177-
190. 
Ilies, R., Nahrgang, J. D., & Morgeson, F. P. (2007). Leader-member exchange and citizenship 
behaviors: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 269-277. 
Ivey, G. W., & Kline, T. J. (2010). Transformational and active transactional leadership in the 
Canadian military. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 31, 246-262. 
Jackson, T. A., Meyer, J. P., & Wang, X. (2013). Leadership, commitment, and culture: A meta-
analysis. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 20, 84-106. 
Jahangir, N., Akbar, M. M., & Haq, M. (2004). Organizational citizenship behavior: Its nature 
and antecedents. BRAC University Journal, 1, 75-85. 
Jiao, C., Richards, D. A., & Zhang, K. (2011). Leadership and organizational citizenship 
behavior: OCB-specific meanings as mediators. Journal of Business and Psychology, 26, 
11-25.  
Joo, B., & Park, S. (2010). Career satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover 
intention. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 31, 482-500.  
Judge, T. A., & Bono, J. E. (2000). Five-factor model of personality and transformational 
leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 751. 
Judge, T. A., & Piccolo, R. F. (2004). Transformational and transactional leadership: A meta-
analytic test of their relative validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 755-768.  
Judge, T. A., Bono, J. E., Ilies, R., & Gerhardt, M. W. (2002). Personality and leadership: a 
qualitative and quantitative review. Journal of Applied Psychology,87, 765. 
*Jung, D. D., & Sosik, J. J. (2006). Who are the spellbinders? Identifying personal attributes of 
charismatic leaders. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 12, 12-26. 
 46
Jung, D.I. & Avolio, B. (2000). Opening the black box: an experimental investigation of the 
mediating effects of trust and value congruence on transformational and transactional 
leadership. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21, 949-64. 
Kahai, S. S., Sosik, J. J., & Avolio, B. J. (2003). Effects of leadership style, anonymity, and 
rewards on creativity-relevant processes and outcomes in an electronic meeting system 
context. The Leadership Quarterly, 14, 499-524.  
Kane, T.D. & Tremble, R.T. (2000). Transformational leadership effects at different levels of the 
army, Military Psychology, 12, 137-60. 
*Kara, D., Uysal, M., Sirgy, M. J., & Lee, G. (2013). The effects of leadership style on employee 
well-being in hospitality. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 34, 9-18. 
Keller, R.T. (1993). Transformational leadership and the performance of research and 
development project groups. Journal of Management, 18, 489-501. 
Kelloway, E. K., & Barling, J. (1993). Members' participation in local union activities: 
Measurement, prediction, and replication. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 262. 
Kenny, D. A., & Zaccaro, S. J. (1983). An estimate of variance due to traits in leadership. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 68, 678–685. 
*Kim, S., Magnusen, M., Andrew, D., & Stoll, J. (2012). Are transformational leaders a double-
edged sword? Impact of transformational leadership on sport employee commitment and 
job satisfaction. International Journal of Sports Science and Coaching, 7, 661-676. 
*Korek, S., Felfe, J., & Zaepernick-Rothe, U. (2010). Transformational leadership and 
commitment: A multilevel analysis of group-level influences and mediating 
processes. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 19, 364-387. 
 47 
 
*Kovjanic, S., Schuh, S. C., Jonas, K., Quaquebeke, N. V., & Dick, R. (2012). How do 
transformational leaders foster positive employee outcomes? A self‐determination‐based 
analysis of employees' needs as mediating links. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33, 
1031-1052. 
Koys, D. J. (2001). The effects of employee satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, and 
turnover on organizational effectiveness: A unit‐level, longitudinal study. Personnel 
Psychology, 54, 101-114. 
Kuoppala, J. (2008). Leadership, job well-being, and health effects--a systematic review and a 
meta-analysis. Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 50, 904-915. 
*Lee, Y., Kim, S. H., & Kang, J. H. (2013). Coach Leadership Effect on Elite Handball Players' 
Psychological Empowerment and Organizational Citizenship Behavior. International 
Journal of Sports Science and Coaching, 8, 327-342. 
Leong, L. Y. C., & Fischer, R. (2011). Is transformational leadership universal?: A meta-
analytical investigation of multifactor leadership questionnaire means across cultures. 
Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 18, 164-174. 
LePine, J. A., Erez, A., & Johnson, D. E. (2002). The nature and dimensionality of 
organizational citizenship behavior: a critical review and meta-analysis. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 87, 52. 
*Liao, H., & Chuang, A. (2007). Transforming service employees and climate: a multilevel, 
multisource examination of transformational leadership in building long-term service 
relationships. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1006-1019. 
 48
*Liden, R. C., Wayne, S. J., Zhao, H., & Henderson, D. (2008). Servant leadership: 
Development of a multidimensional measure and multi-level assessment. The Leadership 
Quarterly, 19, 161-177. 
Liu, J., Liu, X., & Zeng, X. (2011). Does transactional leadership count for team 
innovativeness?: The moderating role of emotional labor and the mediating role of team 
efficacy. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 24, 282-298. 
Lord, R. G., De Vader, C. L., & Alliger, G. M. (1986). A meta-analysis of the relation between 
personality traits and leadership perceptions: An application of validity generalization 
procedures. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 402–410 
Lowe, K.B., Kroeck, K.G. & Sivasubramaniam, N. (1996). Effectiveness correlates of 
transformation and transactional leadership: a meta-analytic review of the MLQ 
literature. Leadership Quarterly, 3, 385-425. 
MacKenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M., & Rich, G. A. (2001). Transformational and transactional 
leadership and salesperson performance. Journal of the Academy of Marketing 
Science,29, 115-134. 
*Malloy, T., & Penprase, B. (2010). Nursing leadership style and psychosocial work 
environment. Journal of Nursing Management, 18, 715-725. 
McColl-Kennedy, J. R., & Anderson, R. D. (2002). Impact of leadership style and emotions on 
subordinate performance. The Leadership Quarterly, 13, 545-559.  
Meyer, J.P., & Allen, N.J. (1997). Commitment in the workplace. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
*Mesu, J., Van Riemsdijk, M., & Sanders, K. (2012). Labour flexibility in SMEs: the impact of 
leadership. Employee Relations, 35, 120-138. 
 49 
 
Mio, J. S., Riggio, R. E., Levin, S., & Reese, R. (2005). Presidential leadership and charisma: 
The effects of metaphor. Leadership Quarterly, 16, 287–294. 
*Miao, Q., Newman, A., & Lamb, P. (2012). Transformational leadership and the work 
outcomes of Chinese migrant workers: The mediating effects of identification with 
leader. Leadership, 8, 377-395. 
*Michel, J. W., Lyons, B. D., & Cho, J. (2010). Is the full-range model of leadership really a 
full-range model of effective leader behavior?. Journal of Leadership & Organizational 
Studies,18, 493-507. 
Morgeson, F. P., DeRue, D. S., & Karam, E. P. (2010). Leadership in teams: A functional 
approach to understanding leadership structures and processes. Journal of 
Management,36, 5-39.  
*Moss, S. A., & Ritossa, D. A. (2007). The impact of goal orientation on the association between 
leadership style and follower performance, creativity and work attitudes. Leadership, 3, 
433-456. 
*Moss, S. A., McFarland, J., Ngu, S., & Kijowska, A. (2007). Maintaining an open mind to 
closed individuals: The effect of resource availability and leadership style on the 
association between openness to experience and organizational commitment. Journal of 
Research in Personality, 41, 259-275. 
*Muchiri, M., & Ayoko, O. (2013). Linking demographic diversity to organisational outcomes. 
Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 24, 384-406. 
Nahum-Shani, I., & Somech, A. (2011). Leadership, OCB and individual differences: 
Idiocentrism and allocentrism as moderators of the relationship between transformational 
and transactional leadership and OCB. The Leadership Quarterly,22, 353-366. 
 50
*Nemanich, L. A., & Keller, R. T. (2007). Transformational leadership in an acquisition: A field 
study of employees. The Leadership Quarterly, 18, 49-68. 
Nemeth C.J., & Staw B.M., (1989). The tradeoffs of social control and innovation in groups and 
organizations. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 22, 175-210. 
*Nguni, S., Sleegers, P., & Denessen, E. (2006). Transformational and transactional leadership 
effects on teachers' job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational 
citizenship behavior in primary schools: The Tanzanian case. School Effectiveness and 
School Improvement, 17, 145-177. 
Northouse, P. G. (2009). Leadership, theory and practice (5th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Mind and Garden.  
Omar, Z., Zainal, A., Omar, F., & Khairudin, R. (2009). The influence of leadership behaviour 
on organisational citizenship behaviour in self-managed work teams in Malaysia: original 
research. SA Journal of Human Resource Management, 7, 1-11. 
Oreg, S., & Berson, Y. (2011). Leadership and employees’ reactions to change: The role of 
leaders’ personal attributes and transformational leadership style. Personnel 
Psychology,64, 627-659. 
Organ, D. W. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior: It’s construct clean-up time. Human 
Performance, 10, 85–97. 
Organ, D.W. (1988), Organizational citizenship behavior: The good soldier syndrome, 
Lexington Books, Lexington, MA. 
Palmer, B., Walls, M., Burgess, Z., & Stough, C. (2001). Emotional intelligence and effective 
leadership. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 22, 5-10. 
 51 
 
Paulsen, N., Callan, V. J., Ayoko, O., & Saunders, D. (2013). Transformational leadership and 
innovation in an R&D organization experiencing major change. Journal of 
Organizational Change Management, 26, 595-610. 
Peters, T. J., & Austin, N. (1985). A passion for excellence: The leadership difference. New 
York, NY: Random House. 
*Piccolo, R. F., Bono, J. E., Heinitz, K., Rowold, J., Duehr, E., & Judge, T. A. (2012). The 
relative impact of complementary leader behaviors: Which matter most?. The Leadership 
Quarterly, 23, 567-581. 
Piccolo, R. F., & Colquitt, J. A. (2006). Transformational leadership and job behaviors: The 
mediating role of core job characteristics. The Academy of Management Journal, 49, 327-
340. 
Podsakoff, P. M., Bommer, W. H., Podsakoff, N. P., & MacKenzie, S. B. (2006). Relationships 
between leader reward and punishment behavior and subordinate attitudes, perceptions, 
and behaviors: A meta-analytic review of existing and new research. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 99, 113-142. 
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Bommer, W. H. (1996). Transformational leader 
behaviors and substitutes for leadership as determinants of employee satisfaction, 
commitment, trust, and organizational citizenship behaviors. Journal of Management, 22, 
259-298. 
Podsakoff, P.M, MacKenzie, S.B., Podsakoff, N.P, & Lee, J.Y. (2003). The mismeasure of 
management and its implications for leadership research. The Leadership Quarterly, 14, 
615-656. 
 52
Podsakoff, P. M., Todor, W. D., & Skov, R. (1982). Effects of leader contingent and 
noncontingent reward and punishment behaviors on subordinate performance and 
satisfaction. Academy of Management Journal, 25, 810. 
Podsakoff, P.M., Mackenzie, S.B., Moorman, R.H., & Fetter, R. (1990). Transformational leader 
behaviours, and their effects on followers’ trust in leader, satisfaction, and organizational 
citizenship behaviours. Leadership Quarterly, 1, 107–142. 
Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Paine, J.B., & Bachrach, D.G. (2000). Organizational 
citizenship behaviours: A critical review of the theoretical and empirical literature and 
suggestions for future research. Journal of Management, 26, 513–563. 
*Purvanova, R. K., Bono, J. E., & Dzieweczynski, J. (2006). Transformational leadership, job 
characteristics, and organizational citizenship performance. Human Performance, 19, 1-
22. 
Rainey, H. G., & Watson, S. A. (1996). Transformational leadership and middle management: 
Towards a role for mere mortals. International Journal of Public Administration, 19, 
763-800. 
Randel, A.E. (2003). The salience of culture in multinational teams and its relations to team 
citizenship behaviour. International Journal of Cross Cultural Management, 3, 27–44. 
Ravichandran, S., Gilmore, S. A., & Strohbehn, C. (2007). Organizational citizenship behavior 
research in hospitality: Current status and future research directions. Journal of Human 
Resources in Hospitality & Tourism, 6, 59-78. 
Robinson, S. L., & Morrison, E. W. (1995). Psychological contracts and ocb: The effect of 
unfulfilled obligations on civic virtue behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 16, 
289-298. 
 53 
 
Rosenfeld, L. B., & Plax, T. G. (1975). Personality determinants of autocratic and democratic 
leadership. Speech Monographs, 42, 203-208. 
Rothfelder, K., Ottenbacher, M. C., & Harrington, R. J. (2012). The impact of transformational, 
transactional and non-leadership styles on employee job satisfaction in the German 
hospitality industry. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 12, 201-214. 
*Rowold, J. (2006). Transformational and transactional leadership in martial arts. Journal of 
Applied Sport Psychology, 18, 312-325. 
*Rowold, J., & Heinitz, K. (2007). Transformational and charismatic leadership: Assessing the 
convergent, divergent and criterion validity of the MLQ and the CKS. The Leadership 
Quarterly, 18, 121-133. 
Rubin, R. S., Munz, D. C., & Bommer, W. H. (2005). Leading from within: The effects of 
emotion recognition and personality on transformational leadership behavior. Academy of 
Management Journal, 48, 845-858. 
Ruggieri, S., & Abbate, C. S. (2013). Leadership style, self-sacrifice, and team identification 
Social Behavior & Personality: An International Journal, 41, 1171-1178. 
Sadeghi, A., & Pihie, Z. (2012). Transformational leadership and its predictive effects on 
leadership effectiveness. International Journal of Business and Social Science, 3, 186-
197. 
*Schuh, S. C., Zhang, X. A., Egold, N. W., Graf, M. M., Pandey, D., & van Dick, R. (2012). 
Leader and follower organizational identification: The mediating role of leader behaviour 
and implications for follower OCB. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 
Psychology, 85, 421-432. 
 54
*Singh, N., & Krishnan, V. R. (2007). Transformational Leadership in India Developing and 
Validating a New Scale Using Grounded Theory Approach. International Journal of 
Cross Cultural Management, 7, 219-236. 
Skakon, J., Nielsen, K., Borg, V., & Guzman, J. (2010). Are leaders' well-being, behaviours and 
style associated with the affective well-being of their employees? A systematic review of 
three decades of research. Work & Stress,24, 107-139. 
Skogstad, A., Einarsen, S., Torsheim, T., Aasland, M., & Hetland, H. (2007). The 
destructiveness of laissez-faire leadership behavior. Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology, 12, 80-92. 
*Smith, M. B., Koppes Bryan, L., & Vodanovich, S. J. (2012). The counter-intuitive effects of 
flow on positive leadership and employee attitudes: Incorporating positive psychology 
into the management of organizations. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 15, 174-198. 
*Snodgrass, J., Douthitt, S., Ellis, R., Wade, S., & Plemons, J. (2008). Occupational therapy 
practitioners' perceptions of rehabilitation managers' leadership styles and the outcomes 
of leadership. Journal of Allied Health, 37, 38-44. 
Spreitzer, G. M., & Xin, K. (2005). Traditionality matters: An examination of the effectiveness 
of transformational leadership in the united states and taiwan. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 26, 205-227. 
Stone, A. G., Russell, R. F., & Patterson, K. (2004). Transformational versus servant leadership: 
A difference in leader focus. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 25, 349-
361. 
Sultan, S. (2012). Examining the job characteristics: A matter of employees' work motivation 
and job satisfaction. Journal of Behavioural Sciences, 22, 13. 
 55 
 
Spreitzer, G. (2007). Giving peace a chance: Organizational leadership, empowerment, and 
peace. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 28, 1077-1095. 
Stogdill, R. M. (1950). Leadership, membership and organization. Psychological Bulletin, 47, 1-
14. 
Thamrin, H. M., (2012). The influence of transformational leadership and organizational 
commitment on job satisfaction and employee performance. International Journal of 
Innovation, Management and Technology, 3, 566-572. 
*Tse, H. H., Huang, X., & Lam, W. (2013). Why does transformational leadership matter for 
employee turnover? A multi-foci social exchange perspective. The Leadership 
Quarterly, 24, 763-776. 
*Vandenberghe, C., Stordeur, S., & D'hoore, W. (2002). Transactional and transformational 
leadership in nursing: Structural validity and substantive relationships. European Journal 
of Psychological Assessment, 18, 16-29. 
Venkateswarlu, K. (2012). Job satisfaction: A key to high performance. International Journal of 
Trade & Global Business Perspectives, 1, 57-59 
Vera, D., & Crossan, M. (2004). Strategic leadership and organizational learning. Academy of 
Management Review, 29, 222-240. 
Vigoda, E., & Cohen, A. (2003). Work congruence and excellence in human resource 
management: Empirical evidence from the Israel non-profit sector. Review of Public 
Personnel Administration, 23, 192-216. 
*Vigoda-Gadot, E. (2007). Leadership style, organizational politics, and employees' 
performance: An empirical examination of two competing models. Personnel Review, 36, 
661-683. 
 56
Waldman, D. A., Javidan, M., & Varella, P. (2004). Charismatic leadership at the strategic level: 
A new application of upper echelons theory. The Leadership Quarterly, 15, 355-380. 
*Walumbwa, F. O., & Lawler, J. J. (2003). Building effective organizations: Transformational 
leadership, collectivist orientation, work-related attitudes and withdrawal behaviours in 
three emerging economies. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 14, 
1083-1101. 
*Walumbwa, F. O., Lawler, J. J., Avolio, B. J., Wang, P., & Shi, K. (2005). Transformational 
leadership and work-related attitudes: the moderating effects of collective and self-
efficacy across cultures. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 1, 2-16. 
*Walumbwa, F. O., Orwa, B., Wang, P., & Lawler, J. J. (2005). Transformational leadership, 
organizational commitment, and job satisfaction: A comparative study of Kenyan and US 
financial firms. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 16, 235-256. 
Walumbwa, F. O., Wu, C., & Orwa, B. (2008). Contingent reward transactional leadership, work 
attitudes, and organizational citizenship behavior: The role procedural justice climate 
perceptions and strength. The Leadership Quarterly,19, 251-265.  
*Wang, P., & Walumbwa, F. O. (2007). Family-friendly programs, organizational commitment, 
and work withdrawal: The moderating role of transformational leadership. Personnel 
Psychology, 60, 397-427. 
Wells, J. E., & Welty Peachey, J. (2011). Turnover intentions. Team Performance Management: 
An International Journal,17, 23-40. 
*Whittington, J. L., Goodwin, V. L., & Murray, B. (2004). Transformational leadership, goal 
difficulty, and job design: Independent and interactive effects on employee outcomes. 
The Leadership Quarterly, 15, 593-606. 
 57 
 
*Wolfram, H. J., & Mohr, G. (2008). Transformational leadership, team goal fulfillment, and 
follower work satisfaction: The moderating effects of deep-level similarity in leadership 
dyads. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 15, 260-264. 
*Xirasagar, S., Samuels, M. E., & Stoskopf, C. H. (2005). Physician leadership styles and 
effectiveness: an empirical study. Medical Care Research and Review, 62, 720-740. 
Xirasagar, S. (2008). Transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership among 
physician executives. Journal of Health Organization and Management, 22, 599-613.  
Yarmmarino, E.J., & Bass, B.M. (1990). Transformational leadership and multiple levels of 
analysis. Human Relations, 43, 975-995. 
Yammarino, E.J., Spangler, W.D., & Bass, B.M. (1993). Transformational leadership and 
performance: A longitudinal investigation. Leadership Quarterly, 4, 81-102. 
Yukl, G. A. (2006). Leadership in organizations (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson 
Education, Inc 
Yukl, G. A. (2012). Leadership in organizations. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education 
Inc. 
Yun, S., Pearce, C.L., & Sims, H.P. (2000). Leadership, team OCB, collective efficacy and team 
performance. Paper presented at the Academy of Management, Toronto. 
*Zacher, H., & Jimmieson, N. L. (2013). Leader-follower interactions: relations with OCB and 
sales productivity. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 28, 92-106. 
Zaccaro, S. J. (2007). Trait-based perspectives of leadership. American Psychologist, 62, 6-16. 
Zahari, I. B., & Shurbagi, A. M. A. (2012). The effect of organizational culture and the 
relationship between transformational leadership and job satisfaction in petroleum sector 
of Libya. International Business Research, 5, 89-97. 
 58
Zhang, S. (2014). Impact of job involvement on organizational citizenship behaviors in 
china. Journal of Business Ethics,120, 165-174. 
Zhang, X. -., Li, N., Ullrich, J., & van Dick, R. (2013). Getting everyone on board: The effect of 
differentiated transformational leadership by CEOs on top management team 
effectiveness and leader-rated firm performance. Journal of Management, 1-36. 
Zhu, Y. (2012). A review of job satisfaction. Asian Social Science, 9, 293-298. 
*Zhu, W., Newman, A., Miao, Q., & Hooke, A. (2013). Revisiting the mediating role of trust in 
transformational leadership effects: Do different types of trust make a difference?. The 
Leadership Quarterly, 24, 94-105.  
*Zhu, W., Wang, G., Zheng, X., Liu, T., & Miao, Q. (2013). Examining the role of personal 
identification with the leader in leadership effectiveness a partial nomological 
network. Group & Organization Management, 38, 36-67. 
 
 
 Appendix: A 
Human participants were not utilized in the current study. Only research articles on 
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire was use and therefore IRB approval was not 
required. 
 
  
 Appendix: Meta-Analysis Coding  
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Meta-Analysis Coding Sheet 
 
Coded by: ____________          Date: ____________   
           
A. APA 
Reference 
 
B. Coding Article ID _____   Sample ID _____ 
 
 
 
C. Predictor 
Measure 
 
D. Participants Relationship to Ratee: 
o Peer 
o Manager 
o Subordinate 
E. Predictor 
Dimension 
 
 
o Transformational Leadership (TFL) 
o Idealized Influence-Attributes (IA) 
o Idealized Influence- Behaviors (IB) 
o Intellectual Stimulation (IS) 
o Individualized Consideration (IC) 
o Inspirational Motivation (IM) 
o Transactional Leadership (TSX) 
o Contingent Reward (CR) 
o Management-by-Exception: Active (MBEA) 
o Management-by-Exception: Passive (MBEP) 
o Laissez-Faire (LF) 
o Other: _______________________ 
 
F. Outcome 
Measure / 
Outcome 
Dimension 
Org. Commitment 
r =  
n = 
Measure: 
Job Satisfaction 
r =  
n = 
Measure: 
Leader Effectiveness 
r =  
n = 
Measure: 
OCB 
r =  
n = 
Measure: 
  
 61 
 
Specific Coding Rules 
Coded By Please fill in your information (3 initials or name) 
Date Date the article was coded 
Reference Enter complete reference as found on the article, using APA style 
B. Coding Enter the article number and the sample number within the article. If 
more than one sample per article fill out an additional coding sheet.  
C. Predictor 
Measure 
Enter the predictor measure (i.e. Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire). 
Ensure that  
D. Participants Mark the relationship to the ratee. 
E. Predictor 
Dimension 
 
 
Identify the scale being measured. 
F. Outcome 
Measure / 
Outcome 
Dimension 
Identify the outcome variable and the scale used. The outcome variable 
must be one of the four listed in the above sheet.  
 
Also, put in the Persons correlation coefficient and the sample size.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
